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Responses to Comment Set CC1 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 

CC1-1 Section D.12.1 of the Draft EIR provided a comprehensive discussion of the low-level 
radioactive waste (LLW or LLRW) disposal issues that will be faced by Southern California 
Edison (SCE) associated with the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Steam 
Generator Replacement Project.  This section describes the limits on LLRW disposal should 
there be waste with a classification greater than Class A.  Previous experience at other nuclear 
facilities of similar design have shown that the original steam generators (OSGs) would be 
considered Class A waste, which would allow for disposal at the Barnwell, South Carolina 
(until June 2008), or Clive, Utah, facilities.  Draft EIR Section D.12.4.2 also evaluated an 
onsite storage alternative should SCE be unable to find a suitable disposal facility.  The 
analysis concluded that the onsite storage alternative, as mitigated, would have a less than 
significant effect on the environment, but that the Proposed Project (offsite disposal) would 
be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

CC1-2 As noted in Response CC1-1 above, the OSGs would likely be considered Class A waste, 
so disposal at Envirocare of Utah (at Clive) would not be problematic.  As noted in Response 
CC1-1, it is likely that the Envirocare facility in Clive, Utah, will be the only disposal option 
for SCE because of the replacement steam generators (RSGs) installation timetable begin-
ning in 2009.  Although this facility accepts Class A LLRW, the OSG Onsite Storage Alter-
native was also evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

In the absence of promulgated rules relaxing LLRW disposal requirements, any evaluation 
of the scenarios raised in the comment would be considered speculative under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The NRC’s proposed rulemaking is well beyond the 
scope of this project, which relies on permitted LLRW landfills for disposal.  The CPUC is 
precluded from regulating in the area of nuclear energy or waste.  Please refer to MR-3 (Juris-
diction).  The NRC’s rulemaking process is subject to its own environmental review proce-
dure.  Should the NRC relax LLRW disposal standards, the California Department of Health 
Services, Radiologic Health Branch would provide additional oversight of the disposal of 
LLRW within California. 

CC1-3 Attempts to circumvent Executive Order D-62-02 are beyond the scope of this EIR.  As 
noted in Response CC1-2 above, under CEQA, this scenario would be considered specula-
tive.  Please see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction) for information on the jurisdiction of 
the NRC over the handling of radioactive materials. 

CC1-4 Please see Response CC1-2.  SCE would be required to dispose of any radioactive waste in 
a manner consistent with NRC regulations, and it would be speculative to attempt project 
analysis in the context of uncertain changes to those rules.  Non-radioactive waste (presum-
ably including some portion of the concrete rubble from the containment opening) could be 
safely recycled, as noted in Section D.10.3.4 of the Draft EIR.  Should SCE change their 
LLRW disposal procedures from those proposed as part of this project and the alternatives 
studied in the EIR (see Draft EIR Sections B.3.4.2 and B.3.4.5), the CPUC could require 
additional environmental review. 

CC1-5 The Proposed Project, if approved by the CPUC, would not allow SCE to dispose of NRC 
regulated waste outside of a licensed facility.  All waste, including LLRW, would be dis-
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posed of in accordance with either NRC regulations at a licensed LLRW disposal facility or 
in accordance with SONGS standard waste disposal procedures, depending on classifica-
tion.  The jurisdiction of the NRC over the handling of radioactive materials, and the limit 
of CPUC jurisdiction, is described in more detail in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  
As noted in Response CC1-4 above, the CPUC could require additional environmental 
review should SCE choose to deviate from the LLRW disposal procedure analyzed in the 
EIR (see Draft EIR Sections B.3.4.2 and B.3.4.5).  The procedure for additional environ-
mental review, if necessary, is described in Section H.2.1 of the Draft EIR, and it would 
provide opportunity for public involvement. 

The comment summary identifies issues related to relicensing and the risks of nuclear 
power plant operation.  The CPUC decision would be to allow rate recovery for the steam 
generator replacement project, and this is not related to license renewal, as described in 
Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  The baseline risks of nuclear power plant opera-
tion are described as part of the environmental setting, as noted in Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline). 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC2 
The Utility Reform Network 

CC2-1 The comment disputes the No Project Alternative’s discussion of the need for and type of 
replacement power (i.e., base-load generation).  The base-load performance of SONGS in its 
existing condition is part of the environmental setting that would not be changed by the Pro-
posed Project, and thus the No Project Alternative properly analyzes replacement base-load 
energy sources.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

Section C.6 of the Draft EIR provides an adequate description of the No Project Alternative 
and the major replacement power generation sources or replacement transmission facilities 
that could be deployed.  Although no specific scenario of construction is defined, the No Project 
Alternative includes several scenarios and demonstrates that the technologies or enhancements 
in the scenarios could cause positive and negative impacts when compared to the impacts of 
the Proposed Project.  It would be unduly remote and speculative to forecast exactly how 
any replacement power would be provided given the wide range of possibilities, including 
type, size, or location.  Therefore, a detailed analysis of specific projects would not be possible 
or meaningful.  Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that alternatives shall 
be discussed in less detail than the significant effects of the project.  This level of analysis 
is adequate to promote informed decision-making related to the Proposed Project compared 
to the possible consequences of the No Project Alternative. 

The Draft EIR recognizes that the replacement generation occurring in the event of a 
SONGS shutdown under the No Project Alternative may not require that all of SONGS’ 
2,150 MW be replaced with strictly base-load generation, and it is possible that SCE may 
not need to replace all 2,150 MW.  The EIR conservatively assumes that all of the existing 
energy produced by SONGS would probably be replaced if SONGS were to shut down, and 
additional transmission facilities would be needed.  As such, the EIR complies with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 by providing a discussion of what would reasonably be expected 
to occur if the project were not approved.  The No Project Alternative does not preclude 
the potential use of intermittent power, such as that from alternative energy technologies 
(Draft EIR p. C-31), but rather notes that it would be unlikely for intermittent technologies 
to serve as the sole replacement generation.  Because there is no way to predict exactly how 
market forces, private investment decisions, etc., would provide replacement power, the 
Draft EIR does not analyze any specific scenarios for providing replacement generation or 
transmission system upgrades (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.3).  The EIR is focused on alterna-
tives to the proposed steam generator replacement project, not alternative sources of energy 
to nuclear power. 

The comment also asserts that a core/non-core change in the electricity market structure or 
the departure of loads as a result of community choice aggregation would alter SCE’s 
dependence on base-load facilities.  The market structure would not be affected by the pro-
posed steam generator replacement project, and even if changes to the market structure 
would affect project economics, this would not be an environmental impact, and thus need 
not be addressed in the EIR.  Forecasting the uncertain effects of a core/non-core retail 
market, or the departure of loads resulting from community choice aggregation, on SCE’s 
capacity and energy needs would be unduly remote and speculative. 
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CC2-2 The comment asserts that the fate of the Mohave Generating Station would influence the 
need for replacement generation under the No Project Alternative.  Although this may be 
true, as stated in Draft EIR Executive Summary Section 3.1.3 and Response CC2-1 above, 
the environmental assessment does not depend on any specific scenarios for providing 
replacement power-generating capacity or transmission system upgrades because there is no 
way to forecast precisely how replacement facilities would be provided. 

It is important to note that the Proposed Project consists of replacement of the plant’s steam 
generators, and alternative energy resources are not alternatives to the Proposed Project, as 
suggested by the comment.  The Proposed Project is the replacement of steam generators at 
SONGS, not the replacement of power plant operations or power generation.  The only 
relevance of these alternative energy sources and long-term resource planning processes is 
as part of replacement generation scenarios under the No Project Alternative. 

The fate of the Mohave Generating Station remains uncertain, and is being addressed in the 
separate CPUC proceeding, A.02-05-046 and the decision of December 3, 2004, (D.04-12-016).  
SCE has not agreed to retrofit Mohave Generating Station and keep it in operation pending 
resolution of key issues regarding the cost and supply of water and coal needed for continued 
Mohave operation.  As noted in the Comment, CPUC Decision 04-12-016 ordered SCE to 
evaluate the feasibility of alternatives to the Mohave Generating Station, including the con-
struction of a massive array of solar thermal electric generators and an Integrated Gasifica-
tion Combined Cycle (IGCC) generation facility.  The fate of Mohave is not relevant to the 
Proposed Project because any alternative energy generation proposed in response to shut-
down of that facility would be to replace existing energy produced by Mohave, not any 
energy lost by the premature shutdown of SONGS.  Also, at this point both of these pro-
posals are only conceptual in nature.  There is no critical cost information on these alterna-
tive energy proposals, and the water and coal supplies needed for continued Mohave opera-
tion are uncertain.  Therefore, it is not possible to compare continued Mohave operation 
with these alternatives, let alone analyze the position of these resources in SCE’s future 
resource procurement plans.  As stated in D.04-12-016, the analysis of alternatives pro-
posals associated with Mohave Generating Station should eventually be integrated into the 
long-term planning process in the CPUC procurement rulemaking (R.04-04-003), which is 
the proper forum for consideration of supply, demand and resource-specific considerations.  
The Draft EIR does not need to be revised because these possible development scenarios for 
Mohave are not related to the Proposed Project.  The analysis of the No Project Alternative 
in the Draft EIR considers a wide range of potential replacement generation scenarios in-
cluding the uncertain outcome of Mohave.  Response CC2-1 also provides more informa-
tion on the adequacy of the No Project Alternative. 

CC2-3 This comment asserts that renewable resources, which tend to provide intermittent power 
generation, should be considered in greater detail.  As noted above, replacement energy 
options are possible scenarios of the No Project Alternative, but they are not alternatives to 
the proposed steam generator replacement project as commenter contends.  Please see 
Response CC2-1, which explains that the level of detail provided in the No Project Alterna-
tive is sufficient to address the renewable resources. 

CC2-4 Please see Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2.  Solar thermal dish/Stirling technology is only one 
type of solar technology that is currently available.  Section C.6.3.1 of the Draft EIR 
describes solar thermal technology as a potential replacement generation under the No Proj-
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ect Alternative.  Similar to other solar technologies, dish/Stirling technology still requires 
sunlight, which is intermittent and makes it useful only as an intermittent power source.  
Although this technology is not an equivalent replacement for the base-load power presently 
produced by SONGS, the No Project Alternative does not preclude the potential use of 
intermittent power as part of a proposed replacement generation scenario. 

CC2-5 Neither SCE nor the CPUC have authority to require the installation of solar panels on private 
rooftops.  Installation of this technology on a wide basis is uncertain.  Despite this uncer-
tainty, as noted in Response CC2-1, the No Project Alternative does not preclude the poten-
tial use of intermittent power from solar panels as part of the replacement generation scenario. 

CC2-6 The Million Solar Roofs Initiative (SB 1) is a bill that could provide ten years of incentives to 
install one million solar energy systems (approximately 3,000 MW of intermittent power) on 
homes and businesses by 2018.  However, this bill has not yet been passed, is incentive-based, 
SCE would have no way to implement the program or guarantee its effectiveness in the inter-
vening time period before SONGS would need to shut down.  Please also see Response 
CC2-5 above. 

CC2-7 The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts expected to result 
from the Proposed Project, which is the replacement of steam generators in SONGS Units 2 
and 3, and provide this information to decision-makers.  The Draft EIR’s analysis of the No 
Project Alternative provides a suitable level of detail regarding the likely effects of 
terminating power generation at SONGS.  For example, the beneficial safety impacts of 
shutting down the plant were described (Draft EIR Section D.12.5).  Additional information 
has been added to the Final EIR’s evaluation of the No Project Alternative to provide 
further clarification of possible beneficial effects for other issue areas.  For example, the 
existing seismic hazards, water quality degradation, land use restrictions, traffic conditions, 
and visual resources may be affected beneficially from the cessation of power generation 
operations at SONGS (e.g., Executive Summary Sections 3.5.2 and 3.7.2).  However, the 
analysis of the No Project Alternative must also provide realistic information about what is 
likely to occur if the project is not approved (i.e., that replacement energy generation 
would be needed from existing and/or new sources). 

The No Project Alternative is adequately discussed in Sections C.6 and D.1.2.3 of the Draft 
EIR, as well as analyzed in each of the individual issue areas in Section D and in the Exec-
utive Summary of the Draft EIR.  Executive Summary Section 4.3 and Section E.3 of the 
Draft EIR compare the No Project Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
Based on this full evaluation and weighing all issue areas, the No Project Alternative was 
not found to be overall environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  The Environ-
mentally Superior Alternative is the Proposed Project with the MCBCP Inland Route Alter-
native.  Please also see Response CC2-1 for more information regarding the scope of the 
No Project Alternative analysis.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for 
information on the baseline conditions that create the context of the No Project Alternative 
analysis. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC3 
Los Osos Community Advisory Council 
CC3-1 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The envi-

ronmental setting includes ongoing operation of SONGS and the existence of the NRC 
licenses that allow operation until 2022 (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1).  CEQA does not require 
an evaluation of a potential renewal of the SONGS 2 & 3 operating licenses because 
relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.  Section D.1.2.2 
of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project could provide an incentive for SCE 
to apply to extend the licenses, but SCE has stated that it currently has no plans to apply to 
the NRC for renewal of the operating licenses.  Attempting to complete an environmental 
review of a potential licensing project that has not been determined to be feasible and that 
would not be completed within the next 15 to 20 years would require an extensive amount 
of “forecasting,” which is not required by CEQA.  However, to provide full disclosure, 
Section G in the Final EIR has been expanded to include a general analysis of plant-specific 
issues that SCE may be required to address in the future if it were to apply for license 
renewal.  Please also see Response E-6 above. 
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